
 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
f there is one incentive that did not 
originate from law, government or 

employers even — it is work from 
home (WFH or work from 
anywhere). It's one of pandemic’s 

gifts: working mothers tend to their kids, even 
while on Zoom; guys taking meetings while 
spinning, making presentations to a large group 

while dressed decently only from the waist up, or 

just working dressed down (in pj’s or house 
dress), all day long. 
 
But the highest premium comes not from saving 
costs on transportation or fuel (which could be 
huge) but maybe from avoiding a life spent in 
traffic to and from the workplace. (WFH even 

beats a four-day work week because you can 
choose to go to and from the office during non-
peak hours.) You can be productive while in 
traffic nowadays, true. But working while 
traveling is not as safe, convenient and 
productive as working from home. Besides, when 

at home, you always have a bathroom.  

 
Let’s get real, though. Working from home is not 
without its negative effects. We have not seen 
mental wellness issues more prevalent — and at 
what cost? Expect employers to lure people back 
to the workplace at least schematically, or as 

needed, because there are some things that are 
simply better done on site and face to face with 
your teams. You can’t build community, culture, 
leadership or self-esteem using a purely WFH  
 
  

 
scheme. On the other hand, no employer can be 
compelled by law to make their employees report 

to the office 100 percent, as if digital 
transformation is irrelevant, as if the pandemic 
never happened. 
 
But what of enterprises registered with the 
Philippine Economic Zone Authority (PEZA) whose 

employees are being asked to go back to the offices 

100 percent because this is said to be tied up to 
their enjoyment of incentives? There is, after all, a 
specific provision in the Corporate Recovery and 
Tax Incentives for Enterprises (CREATE) Law that 
requires registered activities to be exclusively 
conducted within the zone. There are also the retail 
and real estate businesses that are helped by BPO 

and call center agents’ presence in the workplace. 
 
Let’s go straight to the heart of the matter: 
nowadays, employees’ preferences can dictate. If 
they will not be allowed to work from home by their 
current employer, they can find another job that 

allows them this gargantuan benefit of WFH that 

improves their quality of life. If the human resource 
of PEZA-registered firms is threatened, they will be 
compelled to exit their PEZA registrations.  Then 
they would not need to be bound to PEZA buildings. 
After all, savings on lease and office space can 
offset fiscal incentives — maybe. 

 
What is the impact on the economy of no-more-
PEZA status for BPOs and call centers when agents 
stay at home, and previously registered companies  
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occupy cheaper smaller offices? What is the 
impact on foreign investors who constantly look 
at competitive edge, cost efficiencies, and ease 

of doing business?   If existing PEZA enterprises 

are not allowed to transfer their registrations to 
the Board of Investments (BOI), then what is the 
effect of this accelerated incentives sunset for 
our once so-called Sunrise Industry, the sector 
that gave employment to so many, and carried 
the Philippine economy above water during our 
toughest times? 

 
In my view, the government does not stand to 
lose if it allows PEZA-registered companies 
partial WFH.  
 
There is no dearth of legal bases: 

 

1. PEZA has allowed even prior to the 
pandemic 30 percent of PEZA companies’ 
workforce to work from home under the 
PEZA Law, which contains the same 
requirement that business operations 
should be conducted within the designated 

zones. When legislators passed the CREATE 
Law containing substantially the same 
requirement, they were aware of how the 
old law was implemented and lent validity 
to the old implementing rules. This is a legal 
maxim called “legislative reenactment.” 
 

2. There is further legal basis that allows PEZA 
companies more leeway to work from home. 

The Fiscal Incentives Review Board (FIRB) 
and the BIR, in their VAT zero rating rules, 
rightfully or wrongfully, define “registered 
activity” to be limited to production of goods 

or rendering of services, or those that 
pertain to direct costs. If this policy is 
applied consistently, sales, human capital, 
accounting and finance, administrative, and 
the research and development parts of the  

business should not be considered part of 
“registered activity” and thus need not be conducted 
within the zone. (From the registered enterprises I 

talked to, this easily accounts for 30% of the 

workforce.) 
 
I beg to differ that allowing PEZA enterprise 
employees partial WFH is unfair to BOI-registered 
enterprises. Those under BOI can enjoy enhanced 
deductions under CREATE plus 100 % work from 
home – can be a huge advantage. When the 

incentives of any registered enterprise sunsets in 
due course under the CREATE Law, they all will be 
regular corporations   
 
It is legally justifiable therefore for a partial WFH for 
PEZA enterprises at, say, a uniform 50 percent. The 

agents working from home can continue to help 

online business and MSMEs, and give the residential 
real estate business better market, while the 50 
percent working at the office helps the retail and 
food businesses in the area and sustains commercial 
real estate, almost like before. It helps ease the 
traffic, too. This agility will further spur growth in the 

zones and eventually bring back the volumes to 
commercial spaces.  Shared risks, rewards, quality 
of life, and lose nothing, but maybe gain more 
foreign investors.  
 
The government already changed the rules in the 
middle of the game via CREATE and justified it as a 

change in fiscal policy. Is it too much to ask to give 
a bit of leeway and call it caring-for-people policy? 

 
(This article reflects the personal opinion of the 
author and does not reflect the official stand of the 
Management Association of the Philippines or MAP.  

The author is a member of the MAP Board of 
Governors. He is Governor-in-Charge of the MAP 
ESG Committee, and Chair Emeritus and ESG Leader 
of Isla Lipana & Co./PwC Philippines. Feedback at 
<map@map.org.ph> and  
<alex.cabrera@pwc.com>.) 
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 second paragraph was introduced 
under Section 170 of the Revised 

Corporation Code (RCC) providing 

that “Liability for any of the 
foregoing offenses shall be separate from any 
other administrative, civil, or criminal liability 
under this Code and other laws.” It clearly 
expresses the Legislative intent that any 
conviction under Section 170 for violations of the 
provisions of the Code not specifically penalized 

therein shall be without prejudice to the 
imposition of administration sanctions by the 
SEC pursuant to Section 158 of the Code, or to 
“any other … civil, or criminal liability under this 
Code and other laws.” 
 

It is would be reasonable to assume that the 

legislative intent in adding the last paragraph in 
Section 170 was to avoid application of the Ient 
doctrine from the main phrase “Violations of any 
of the other provisions of this Code … not 
otherwise specifically penalized therein” that 
when the Code provides for the imposition of an 

administrative sanction or civil liability (e.g., the 
provision of Section 30 of the RCC that imposes 
solidary liability to a director or trustees who 
violates his duty of diligence), that constitutes a 
violation that is already penalized, and no longer 
can be criminally sanctioned under Section 170 
of the Code. Such legislative attempt is faulty, 

for the following reasons: 
 

Firstly, the part of the clause that provides that 
liability under Section 170 shall be separate from 
“any other … criminal liability under this Code,” 
contradicts very essence of the criminal offense 

sought to be punished under the main provision 
of Section 170, which is to impose criminal 
penalty for any violation of the Code which is not 
“specifically [criminally] penalized therein (i.e., 
the RCC.” Therefore, if the Code already provides 
a “criminal liability” for an offense, how can it still 
be separately punished under Section 170 

thereof? 
 
Secondly, it is difficult to construe that the last 
paragraph of Section 170 can overcome previous 
sections where the Code itself limits the 

imposition of administrative sanctions for 
violation of a particular provision as to make it 

fall within the main provision of Section 170. 
 
To illustrate, as Section 27 provides that SEC’s 
removal of a disqualified director or trustee “shall 
be without prejudice to other sanctions that the 
[SEC] may impose on the board of directors or 

trustees who, with knowledge of the  

 
disqualification, failed to remove such director or 
trustee,” we doubt whether the members of the 

board may still be criminally penalized under the 

broad provisions of Section 170 of the RCC. 
 
Since Section 73 provides that “Any stockholder 
who shall abuse the rights granted under this 
section shall be penalized under Section 158 of this 
Code, without prejudice to the provisions of” the 
Intellectual Property Code and the Data Privacy 

Act, we doubt whether a shareholder or member 
who abuses his right of inspection and/or 
reproduction of corporate records could be held 
liable under the broad provisions of Section 170 of 
the RCC, since Section 73 embodies by it language 
a clear legislative intent to limit the sanctions to 

those provided therein. In any event, the very 

description of “abuse of the rights of inspection 
and/or reproduction of corporate records” is overly 
broad as not to define a definite criminal offense. 
 
Finally, it is unfortunate that such legislative intent 
was expressed under Section 170 of the RCC, and 

not provided its own section as to encompass the 
whole criminal penalty system of Code. This 
unfortunate construction can be appreciated from 
the fact that since the provision appear as the last 
paragraph under Section 170 defining “Other 
Violations of the [Revised Corporation] Code,” it 
may be construed to mean that when it comes to 

violations which are specifically punished by the 
RCC, no administrative sanction may be imposed, 

unless the particular penalizing provision allows 
the imposition thereof separate and apart from the 
criminal penalties imposed. 
 

Section 170 Language Remains Vague, If Not 
Overly Broad, as Amounting to Denial of Due 
Process 
 
It can never be over-emphasized that the essential 
language of the Section 144 of the old Corporation 
Code has been carried over into Section 170 which 

essentially punishes any violation of the provision 
of the RCC “not otherwise specifically penalized 
therein.” The language has already been ruled by 
the Supreme Court in Ient v. Tullett Prebon as 
overly-broad as to deny an accused the rudiments 

of due process that requires that the accused must 
be properly informed of what acts constitute as a 

criminal offense. 
 
It is our position that even the new paragraph 
introduced in Section 170 that “Liability for any of 
the foregoing offenses shall be separate from any 
other administrative, civil, or criminal liability 

under this Code and other laws,” could not legalize  
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criminal conviction for any violation of RCC which 

are not specifically punished therein, since the 
particular offense of “violation of any provision of 
this Code … not otherwise specifically penalized 

therein,” provides a vague language which are 
inconsistent with rights of the accused under due 
process clause. 
 
Firstly, when it is clear that Congress intends to 
criminally punish a particular violation of the 
RCC, it has set out and expanded in specific 

sections what violations would constitute 
criminal offenses. 
 
To illustrate, the very same provisions covering 
the fiduciary duties of directors, trustees and 
officers under Sections 31 to 34 of the old 

Corporation Code, have been retained as 
Sections 30 to 33 of the RCC, without any 
indication that they could be punished as 
criminal offenses. Certainly, when Congress 
promulgated Rep. Act No. 11232, it was fully 
aware of the doctrine laid down in Ient v. Tullett 
Prebon that the essence of those sections is to 

“provide for civil or pecuniary liabilities for the 
acts covered therein … [and] that the lack of 
specific language imposing criminal liability in 
[what are now Sections 30 and 33 of the RCC 
shows legislative intent to limit the 
consequences of their violation to the civil 
liabilities mentioned therein. Had it been the 

intention of the drafters of the law to define 

[what are now Sections 30 and 33] as offenses, 
they could have easily included similar language 
as that found in Section 74 [on denial of the right 
of inspection].” 
 

Secondly, there are violations of the RCC that are 
clearly administrative infractions in character, 
rather than constituting criminal offenses.  
 
To illustrate, in the registration and use of the 
corporate name of a One Person Corporation 
(OPC), it is required under Sections 14 and 120 

of the RCC that the same shall be qualified by 
the letters “OPC”. Certainly, when an One Person 
Corporation fails to use such letters in the use of 
its corporate name it would not constitute a 

criminal offense punishable under Section 170 of 
the RCC. Compare such legislative intent in the 
case of the keeping and updating of the Minutes 

Book required under Section 127 of the RCCP, 
the failure of which is expressly penalized under 
Section 161 of the RCC. More importantly, the 
grant to the SEC of the powers to cite in 
contempt or to impose administrative sanctions 
for any violation of the RCC shows that certain  

 
 

violations thereof would constitute only 

administrative infraction rather than criminal 
offenses, unless the Code provides otherwise in 
each particular provision. 

 
In essence, the central language used in Section 
170 to define “violations of any provision of this 
Code … not otherwise specifically penalized 
therein,” which has been interpreted under 
Section 144 of the RCC as being overly-broad 
and vague as to trigger the application of the 

constitutional right of the accused to the due 
process clause in criminal proceedings, remains 
the primary obstacle in obtaining a criminal 
conviction under Section 170 of the Revised 
Penal Code. 
 

Limited Areas Where Section 170 May 
Sustain a Conviction 
 
In spite of the views expressed above, we posit 
that there is a limited area within the structure 
of the RCC, where conviction of under Section 
170 can be obtained i.e., where the legislative 

intent to penalize an act deemed to be 
mandatory in character and therefore within the 
coverage of Section 170 of the RCC. 
 
This legal position is best illustrated in the area 
relating to the reporting of the compensation of 
directors or trustees covered under Sections 29, 

49 and 177 of the RCC, which provide that: 

 
SECTION 29: Corporations vested public 

interest shall submit to their shareholders 
and the SEC, an annual report of the total 
compensation of each of their directors or 

trustees; 
 
SECTION 49: At each regular meeting of 

shareholders or members, the Board shall 
endeavor to present to shareholders or 
members “(i) A director or trustee 
compensation report prepared in 

accordance with this Code and the rules of 
the [SEC] may prescribe; and 

 
SECTION 177: “Corporations vested with public 

interests must also submit the following [to 
the SEC]: 

 

“(1) A director or trustee compensation report; 
and 

“(2) A director or trustee appraisal or 
performance report and the standards or 
criteria used to assess each director or 
trustee.” 
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The obligation to make an annual report on 
directors’ or trustees’ individual compensation 

under Sections 29 and 49 has two aspects: first, 

reporting to the shareholders or members; and 
second, reporting to the SEC. In turn, Section 
177 covers the same reporting obligation as it 
pertains only to the SEC. The annual reporting of 
the directors’ or trustees’ individual 
compensation is clearly an important and 
obligatory obligation on the part of corporations 

and their governing boards, since it is specifically 
covered in three (3) sections of the RCC. 
 
Section 161 of the RCC under the aegis of “Duty 
to Maintain Records, to Allows Their Inspection 
or Reproduction” criminally penalizes the 

unjustified failure or refusal by the corporation, 

or by those responsible for keeping and 
maintaining corporate records to comply with 
Section 171 of the Code. It would be reasonable 
to conclude that both aspects of the obligation to 
make an annual disclosure of directors’ or 
trustees’ compensation are mandatory and non-

compliance therewith shall be subject to criminal 
 
 
  

violations thereof would constitute only 
administrative infraction rather than criminal 

offenses, unless the Code provides otherwise in 

each particular provision. 
 
In essence, the central language used in Section 
170 to define “violations of any provision of this 
Code … not otherwise specifically penalized 
therein,” which has been interpreted under 
Section 144 of the RCC as being overly-broad 

and vague as to trigger the application of the 
constitutional right of the accused to the due 
process clause in criminal proceedings, remains 
the primary obstacle in obtaining a criminal 
conviction under Section 170 of the Revised 
Penal Code. 

 

Limited Areas Where Section 170 May 
Sustain a Conviction 
 
In spite of the views expressed above, we posit 
that there is a limited area within the structure 
of the RCC, where conviction of under Section 

170 can be obtained i.e., where the legislative 
intent to penalize an act deemed to be 
mandatory in character and therefore within the 
coverage of Section 170 of the RCC. 
 
This legal position is best illustrated in the area 
relating to the reporting of the compensation of 

directors or trustees covered under Sections 29, 
49 and 177 of the RCC, which provide that: 

 
SECTION 29: Corporations vested public 

interest shall submit to their shareholders 
and the SEC, an annual report of the total 

compensation of each of their directors or 
trustees; 

 
SECTION 49: At each regular meeting of 

shareholders or members, the Board shall 
endeavor to present to shareholders or 
members “(i) A director or trustee 

compensation report prepared in 
accordance with this Code and the rules of 
the [SEC] may prescribe; and 

 
SECTION 177: “Corporations vested with public 

interests must also submit the following [to 
the SEC]: 

 
“(1) A director or trustee compensation report; 

and 
“(2) A director or trustee appraisal or 

performance report and the standards or 
criteria used to assess each director or 

trustee.” 
 
 
  

 

 

  
punishment—that of annual reporting to the SEC 
is covered by Section 16; and those of annually 

reporting to shareholders or members could 

reasonably be covered by Section 170, which 
provides a criminal penalty for any violation of 
the provision of the RCC “not otherwise 
specifically penalized therein.” 
 
(This article reflects the personal opinion of the 
author and does not reflect the official stand of 

the Management Association of the Philippines or 
MAP). 
----------------------------------------------------- 
Atty. Cesar L. Villanueva is Co-Chair for 
Governance of the MAP ESG Committee, 
Chair of Institute of Corporate Directors (ICD), 

the first Chair 

of Governance Commission for GOCCs (GCG), 
former Dean of the Ateneo Law School, 
and Founding Partner of Villanueva Gabionza & 
Dy Law Offices.  
map@map.org.ph 
cvillanueva@vgslaw.com 
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Video Recording of March 24, 2022 
MAP General Membership Meeting 
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Opening Statement of DTI Secretary RAMON “Mon” M. LOPEZ at the  
March 24, 2022 MAP General Membership Meeting on "RCEP: Should we get in now?" 
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ur Guest Speakers, Sec. RAMON 
LOPEZ, Sec. WILLIAM DAR, Dr. 
RAMONETTE SERAFICA, and our 
MAP member Mr. ARTHUR TAN; our 

guests from government, 
diplomatic circle, academia, and media; our MAP 
Governors, fellow MAP members; friends, ladies 
and gentlemen, good afternoon! 
 
I welcome you all to this month's MAP General 

Membership Meeting on the topic, "Regional 
Comprehensive Economic Partnership or RCEP: 
Should We Get In Now?" 
 
On 21st January, we issued a MAP-drafted public 
statement jointly with FINEX, MBC, and PCFR 

urging the Senate to ratify Philippine 

membership in RCEP, so Filipino produces would 
gain preferential access to the huge market of 15 
countries covered by RCEP. In the statement, we 
also said that while RCEP provides vast economic 
opportunities for our country, there would be 
specific threats to uncompetitive industries, 
individual producers, and their workers. And 

Government has the responsibility to assist 
those adversely affected meaningfully and 
effectively, to allow them to achieve 
competitiveness or adjust to alternative products 
or livelihoods. At this time, the Senate's action 
on RCEP is still pending. 

 

In today's GMM, guided by the knowledge and 
wisdom of our esteemed guest speakers and 
resource persons, we intend to ventilate the 
issues surrounding the Philippines' participation 
in RCEP, particularly the timing question. 
 

2022 MAP Theme and Main Thrusts 
 
So far, we are happy working to give meaning to 
our MAP 2022 theme, PUSH FOR CHANGE: 
Towards a Better Future for All, and pursuing 
activities focused on our 3 major thrusts:  
 

1.  ECONOMIC DYNAMIC POLICY REFORM – To 
sustain economic recovery, attract more local 
and foreign investments, improve the ease of 
doing business, and create more jobs, 
particularly in rural areas, push for critical 
policy reforms through executive or legislative 

action. 
 
2.  HUMAN DEVELOPMENT AND WELL-BEING – 

Advocate for programs that foster a productive 
workforce, promote innovation and 

entrepreneurship, emphasize STEM (science, 
technology, engineering, and math), protect 

public health, and promote responsible 
citizenship. 

 
3.  SHARED PROSPERITY AND SUSTAINABILITY – 

Through ESG initiatives and disclosures, 
advocate for actions that will strengthen the 

business commitment to environmental 
sustainability, social justice, good governance, 
and stakeholders' interests (employees, 
customers, suppliers, communities, and 
shareholders). 

 
So far this year, MAP has issued by ourselves or 

jointly with like-minded organizations nine (9) 

statements in support of these thrusts. One of 
these is the RCEP statement. Another is the MAP 
statement issued on 22nd March to applaud the 
President's signing the bill amending the 85-year 
old Public Service Act. MAP has strongly supported 
the passage of the PSA amendments during the 

past year in collaboration with other private sector 
groups. Along with the recently amended Retail 
Trade Liberalization Act (RTLA) and the Foreign 
Investment Act (FIA), the amended PSA provides 
a legal framework to encourage more foreign 
investments into the country.  

 
The entry of foreign investors will foster strong 
competition that will benefit the consumers, create 

more jobs, expand our economy, and boost our 
recovery from the disruptions caused by COVID-
19. A more open Philippine economy will enable us 
to catch up with our more progressive neighbors in 

ASEAN.  
 
The other statements were to (1) caution the 
government against increased mobility restrictions 
amid the record-breaking surge in new COVID-19 
cases, (2) welcome the shift to less restrictive 
COVID Alert Level 1 in the NCR, (3) support the 

retention of the government's Integrated Bus  
 

 

   

Welcome Remarks of MAP President ALFREDO “Fred” E. PASCUAL at the  
March 24, 2022 MAP General Membership Meeting on "RCEP: Should we get in now?" 
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Terminal Exchange (ITX) program to ease EDSA 
traffic, (4) express the need for COMELEC's 
contingency measures for holding elections in 

extreme health emergency conditions, (5) request 

COMELEC's assistance in the training of election 
watchers, (6) laud MERALCO's EDSA greening 
project. 

 
Our other activities included the MAP's joining the 
Academe and Civil Society Coalition for Voter 
Empowerment through candidates' public forums 

and debates. The coalition is participating in the 
Comelec-sponsored Presidential debates starting 
with the one held last Saturday, 19th March. 
 
MAP's involvement in "Agri-Aqua Innovation 
Challenge" is ongoing together with the Asian 

Institute of Management, the Department of 

Science and Technology 
 
In the first week of April, we hope to have the 
next batch of 15 MAP NextGen members on board 
for this program. 
 

Let me highlight some of our upcoming events. 
 
Our GMM on 7th April will be on "The Education 
Imperative," for which MAP has partnered with 
the Philippine Business for Education (PBEd). The 
speakers are Professor KWAME AKYEAMPONG, 
Co-Chair of the Global Education Evidence 

Advisory Panel and Professor of International 
Education and Development at The Open 

University. PwC Chairman Emeritus Atty. ALEX 
CABRERA and Asec. Alma Ruby C. Torio, DepEd 
Assistant Secretary for Curriculum and 
Instruction, are the reactors. 

 
On 20th April, we will also have Prof. NADA 
SANDERS speak on "THE HUMACHINE 
APPROACH: A Human-Centered Upskilling 
Strategy for Philippine Businesses in the Fourth 
Industrial Revolution." Dr. Sanders is the co-
author of "The Humachine: Humankind, 

Machines, and the Future of Enterprise" and a 
Distinguished Professor of Supply Chain 
Management at Northwestern University's 
D'more–McKim School of Business in Boston. 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

On April 22, 2022, we will also have a MAP CEO 
Academy Webinar on "Strategic Human 
Resources:  How to Thrive and Prosper in the 

Talent Economy."  The speakers will be Mr.  

SANDEEP CHAUDHURY, CEO of PeopleStrong; 
Ms. CAROL DOMINGUEZ, President and CEO of 
John Clements Consultants; Ms. GINA EALA, 
Chief HR Officer of BPI; Mr. JP ORBETA, Chief HR 
Officer of AC Energy; and Dr. MON 
SEGISMUNDO, CEO of 1HRX Singapore and 
DLSU Business Faculty.  Moderator will be Sec. 

SONNY COLOMA, Publisher of Manila Bulletin 
and Member of MAP Human and Management 
Development Committee. 
 
The MAP GMM on 19th May will focus on our 
third thrust, Shared Prosperity and 

Sustainability. The GMM will focus on "How to 

Begin the Journey of Integrating ESG in the Way 
We Do Business." Among the speakers is Mr. 
ANDREW CHAN, PwC Malaysia Asia-Pacific 
Leader in ESG. 
 
Our GMM on 23rd June will be on "ICT 

Leadership in the New Normal" with Mr. PAUL 
WHITEN, Red Hat Singapore's DevOps Business 
Development Manager, and Dr. DAVID 
HARDOON, External Advisor of Singapore's 
Corrupt Investigation Practices Bureau, among 
the speakers. 
 

Please keep an eye on your emails, Viber 
inboxes, the MAP website at map.org.ph>, and 

THE MAP MEMO, our weekly electronic 
newsletter, for more information on the events 
I just mentioned, as well as regular updates on 
other MAP programs and activities. 

 
Thank you very much, and good afternoon. Keep 
safe and healthy! 
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Screenshot from the  
March 24, 2022 MAP General Membership Meeting on "RCEP: Should we get in now?" 
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Screenshots from the March 23, 2022 BusinessWorld Insights  
"India-Philippines Business Conference on Healthcare and Medical Cooperation" 
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APRIL 9 

21. Mr. SIXTO “Noy” TAN BENEDICTO 

          President, Benedicto Steel Corporation  

22. Mr. KARLO G. MAGPAYO 

          President and COO, Mother Teresa Crematorium 

and Columbary (MTCC)  

23. Dr. MA. CRISTINA “Tina” DAMASCO PADOLINA 

          President, Centro Escolar University (CEU)  

24. Ms. BETTINA “Tina” T. SALMO 

          Managing Director Mortgage Banking, JP Morgan 

Chase & Co.  

 

APRIL 10 

25. Mr. RUBEN “Rubby” Y. LUGTU JR. 

          President, Asia Link Finance Corporation  

 

APRIL 11 

26. Mr. FILEMON “Jun” T. BERBA JR. 

          President, Philippine Foundation for Science 

Technology  

27. Mr. MIGUEL ANTONIO “Mike” L. OZAETA 

          Executive Director, Nomura Securities Philippines, 

Inc.  

28. Mr. REUBEN M. VALERIO 

          Chair and CEO, AC Corporation  

 

APRIL 12 

29. Ms. MILDRED R. RAMOS 

          Managing Partner, Advisory Services, Reyes 

Tacandong & Co.  

 

APRIL 13 

30. Mr. CHRISTIAN R. GONZALEZ 

          Head, Asia Pacific & the Subcontinent, ICTSI 

(International Container Terminal Services, Inc.)  

 

APRIL 14 

31. Engr. VERGIL “Verg” J. BARGOLA 

          President and CEO, Cargo Padala Express 

Forwarding Services Corporation (CaPEx)  

32. Arch. NESTOR “Nes” S. MANGIO 

          President and CEO, Central Country Estate, Inc.  

33. Dr. ELTON SEE “Elton” TAN 

          Chair, President and CEO, The E-Hotels Group  

 

APRIL 15 

34. Mr. EVARISTO “Jun” M. NARVAEZ JR. 

          Chair and President, Jackbilt Industries, Inc.  

 

APRIL 16 

35. Mr. JOSE ROBERTO “Roby” ALAMPAY 

          CEO, PumaPublic Productions  

 

APRIL 17 

36. Mr. NIKKOLAI MARI “Nikko” Z. ACOSTA 

          SVP, Product Management and Content Business 

Group, Globe Telecom, Inc.  

  

 

 

Happy Birthday to the following MAP Members who are  

celebrating their birthdays within April 1 to 30, 2022  
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37. Ms. GERALDINE “Gett” HAMMOND APOSTOL  

          Partner, Isla Lipana & Co./PwC Philippines  

38. Mr. DANIEL “Danny” Z. BARLICOS 

          President and COO, RiskIntegrate, Inc.  

39. Mr. CARLOS “Charlie” S. RUFINO 

          CEO, The NetGroup - Real Estate & Project 

Management Corporation  

40. Ms. JO-ANN Y. TACORDA 

          Chief Administrative Officer, P J Lhuillier Inc.  

41. Dr. RODOLFO “Rudy” M. VILLARICA 

          President, Villarica Specialty Chemical Corporation  

 

APRIL 18 

42. Mr. GARY C. DE OCAMPO 

          President and Managing Director, Kantar 

Philippines, Inc.  

43. Mr. JOHNLU G. KOA 

          Founder and CEO, The French Baker, Inc.  

44. Mr. CONRADO “Conrad” S. PERRERAS 

          Chair and CEO, Strategic Partners and Alliances, 

Inc.  

45. Mr. OSCAR S. REYES 

          Chair, LinkEdge Inc.  

 

APRIL 19 

46. Mr. RAMONCITO “Mon” S. FERNANDEZ 

          President and CEO, Maynilad Water Services, Inc.  

47. Mr. OSCAR “Oskie” M. LOPEZ 

          Chair Emeritus, First Philippine Holdings 

Corporation  

48. Mr. EDGAR C. SEE 

          President, Halston Garments, Inc.  

 

APRIL 20 

49. Dr. CIELITO “Ciel” F. HABITO 

          Chair, Brain Trust Inc. (BTI)  

50. Mr. DAVID T. LEECHIU 

          CEO, Leechiu Property Consultants, Inc.  

 

APRIL 21 

51. Mr. ERNEST KENNETH “Ernie” S. CUYEGKENG 

          EVP and CFO, A. Soriano Corporation 

52. Ms. SHEILA G. LOBIEN 

          CEO, Lobien Realty Group, Inc.  

 

APRIL 22 

53. Ms. MARIA EDITA “Duday” C. ELICAŇO 

54. Mr. OLIVER D. JIMENO 

          President and CEO, CTBC Bank (Philippines) Corp.  

 

APRIL 23 

55. Ms. MA. FE PEREZ- “Fe” AGUDO 

          President, Hyundai Asia Resources Inc.  

56. Mr. EDWIN R. BAUTISTA 

          President and COO, Union Bank of the Philippines  

57. Mr. DELFIN “Jun” T. HALLARE JR. 

          Chair, Exakt IT Services Inc.  

58. Mr. ALBERTO “Bert” D. LINA 

          Chair, Lina Group of Companies  

59. Mr. YORK B. VITANGCOL 

          Treasurer and Director, St. Peter Life Plan, Inc.  

60. Ms. LOURDES JOSEPHINE “Joji” T. GOTIANUN 

YAP 

          President and CEO, Filinvest Land, Inc. (FLI)  

 
 

 

 

APRIL 24 

61. Ms. MARIA GEORGIANNA “George” E. CARLOS 

          Founder and Pack Leader, Fetch! Naturals  

62. Mr. TEODORO “Ted” B. PADILLA 

          Executive Director, Pharmaceutical & Healthcare 

Association of the Philippines (PHAP)  

63. Mr. DOMINGO “Don” PAREJA PANLILIO 

          President, D2B Multi-ventures Inc.  

64. Mr. WARREN S. SO 

          President, ADP Design Group  

65. Cong. GUSTAVO “Gus” S. TAMBUNTING 

          Representative - 2nd District of Paraňaque City, 

House of Representatives  

 

APRIL 25 

66. Mr. ERNESTO “Eric” R. ALBERTO 

          President, DITO CME Holdings Corp.  

67. Mr. ALDRIN DENNIS “Aldrin” F. DULIG 

          VP - Finance, ASIAPAC, Concentrix CVG Philippines, 

Inc.  

 

APRIL 26 

68. Ms. MARCELINA “Ace” TOLENTINO ITCHON  

          President and CEO, Aspen Philippines, Inc.  

69. Atty. MARIA CRISTINA “Tina” SAMSON 

          COO, Menarco Development Corporation 

 

APRIL 27 

70. Mr. PETER D. MAQUERA 

          SVP - Enterprise Group, Globe Telecom, Inc.  

 

APRIL 28 

71. Mr. TIRSO “Jun” D. ANTIPORDA JR. 

          Chair and CEO, Milestone Petroleum Marketing 

Corporation  

72. Mr. FRANCISCO “Popoy” F. DEL ROSARIO JR. 

Chair, Institute for Solidarity in Asia (ISA)  

73. Mr. JAIME “Jimmy” E. YSMAEL 

          President and CEO, Qualimed Health Netwok  

 

APRIL 29 

74. Mr. EMMANUEL “Manny” C. CUASAY 

          President and CEO, Capital Industries, Inc.  

75. Mr. JOSE MA. “Joey” K. LIM 

          President and CEO, Metro Pacific Investments 

Corporation (MPIC)  

76. Mr. JOSE MA. “Baby” S. LOPEZ 

          SVP - Finance, Lopez Sugar Corporation  

77. Mr. GILBERT F. SANTA MARIA 

         President and COO, Philippine Airlines (PAL)  

 

APRIL 30 

78. Mr. AMADOR “Ador” P. CRUZ 

         Chair, ASPAC Advertising  

79. Mr. LAWRENCE N. LEONIO 

          CEO, LNL Archipelago Minerals, Inc.  

80. Mr. FERDINAND “Randy” A. NAGUE 

          Managing Partner, Nague Malic Magnawa & 

Associates Customs Brokers  
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Please subscribe to “MAP Talks” on YOUTUBE: 
 
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCeNlKpZ2CZmVkrjh9GNfSoA 
 
Please follow MAP on FACEBOOK: 
 
https://web.facebook.com/map.org.ph 
 
Please connect with MAP thru LINKEDIN: 
 
https://www.linkedin.com/in/mapphilippines/ 
 
Please visit the new MAP Website by clicking the following: 
 
<map.org.ph> 
 
Please join the “MAP Bulletin Board” Viber community by clicking the following: 

 
https://invite.viber.com/?g2=AQB96LUTksl4X03UidOSgWDEPCjwdBfZLGFrjkuDpC1j%2FCpAHFFj0k
gzkmWL2hvc 
 
 
 

https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCeNlKpZ2CZmVkrjh9GNfSoA
https://web.facebook.com/map.org.ph
https://www.linkedin.com/in/mapphilippines/
http://map.net.ph/
https://invite.viber.com/?g2=AQB96LUTksl4X03UidOSgWDEPCjwdBfZLGFrjkuDpC1j%2FCpAHFFj0kgzkmWL2hvc
https://invite.viber.com/?g2=AQB96LUTksl4X03UidOSgWDEPCjwdBfZLGFrjkuDpC1j%2FCpAHFFj0kgzkmWL2hvc

